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Abstract 
The Intellectual Capital of a firm is the sum total of its Human Capital, Structural Capital and Relational Capital. These assets form 
a source of distinct competitive advantage and distinguish the performance of one firm from the other. 
Some organizations appear to continue relying on traditional resources for wealth creation but they should increase their attention 
towards a greater reliance on intellectual capital factors.  
This study attempts to investigate the role of intellectual capital in nowadays modern organizations and in particular, its relevance 
for education institutions such as universities. 
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1. Introduction 
This paper represents a preliminary study on the concept and implications of intellectual capital (IC) in modern 
organizations, especially with the aim of better understanding its characteristics in regard with universities. 
Intellectual Capital is gaining importance day by day as an approach for measuring intangibles, especially in the 
growing context of the knowledge based economy. Important economic institutions such as the OECD, the European 
Commission and the World Bank are becoming more and more preoccupied with assessing IC. An OECD report states 
that the contribution of unmeasured intellectual capital to economic growth was 10%- 11% of gross domestic product 
in the United States over the period 1995-2003, rivalling the contribution of tangible capital, and both types of capital 
contributed equally to labour productivity growth in those years (OECD, 2013). Also, the OECD points out that all 
the countries aspire economic growth and labour productivity so we all need to assess the impact of IC. 
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2. Elements of intellectual capital 
In the business context, capital refers to an asset that will produce future cash flow and those that first come to 
mind are tangible in nature (physical and financial assets) and can be found easily on the balance sheet of the 
organization’s financial records. So what is then Intellectual capital? 
Intellectual Capital has been defined in many ways and by a vast number of researchers, mostly as the combination 
of intangible resources and activities that “allow an organisation to transform resources in a system capable of creating 
stakeholder value” and as the “combination of an organisation’s Human, Relational and Organisational resources and 
activities” (European Commission, 2006). 
In the article entitled "Taxonomy of Intellectual Capital” (2002), written by Paolo Magrassi, human capital is 
defined as “the knowledge and competencies residing with the company’s employees” and defines organizational 
intellectual capital as “the collective know-how, even beyond the capabilities of individual employees, that contributes 
to an organization.” 
As a result of the work of various researchers, there is a general agreement that IC simultaneously refers to three 
distinct types of capital: human, structural and relational. 
 Human Capital: Knowledge and competencies residing with the company’s employees. 
 This type of capital, together with the Relational Capital, cannot be owned, but they have to be shared with 
employees, suppliers, partners and customers and it grows depending on the environment that we create. A so 
called nurturing environment, one that is based on a strong organizational culture will lead to a faster and long-
serving growth.   
 Organizational Capital: The collective know how, beyond the capabilities of individual employees.  E.g.  
Information systems; policies and procedures; intellectual property. (Sullivan, 2000). The knowledge economy has 
opened up opportunities for every organization to replace costly physical assets with inexpensive ones. 
 Relationship Capital: All business relationships a company entertains with external parties, such as suppliers, 
partners, clients, vendors, etc. 
 
The relationship between these three components is very close and the management’s task is to integrate them into 
their managerial thinking, which requires understanding its components, as shown in figure no.1. 
Strategy must fuse these perspectives into a broad-based synergistic solution that can be economically valued. That 
integration represents the final step on the path to organizational capacity. Luckily, unlike physical assets, intellectual 
assets can be multiplexed (we can use them simultaneously and with low costs) and this is what makes intellectual 
assets far more superior to physical assets. 
The three types of capital often work together in order to give rise to core competencies that will have strategic 
impact.  
3. Implementing Intellectual Capital Processes 
Mhedhbi I., (2013) states that the notion of intellectual capital started to have importance together with the theory 
of resources. This theory sees the company not through its activities on the market of the product or service, but like 
a single combination of tangible and intangible resources. Regarding this view, Ricceri (2008) presented a 
classification of Intellectual Capital (IC) based on a series of the studies that determined the dual approach of this 
matter:  
 The “stock approach” (financial approach) which consists in calculating the volume of the intellectual assets held 
by an organization.   
 The “flow approach” which is more qualitative and which relates to the performance evaluation (value creation: 
internal and external) related to the intellectual capital and supports the piloting of this performance. 
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Fig. 1. Understanding intellectual capital  
 
The second approach is based on a very important tool in management, the scorecard. This instrument, introduced 
by Kaplan and Norton, helps us make the task of assessing intellectual capital less subjective. Each organization 
should have its own strategic map making it easier for everybody to understand from where comes the intellectual 
capacity. 
The picture below (no.1) is an example of the intellectual capacity pathway, as defined by Jac Fitz-Enz, which 
compares it with a race track and points out that “the race will be more painful and less successful until we accept that 
we must survey the track and understand the vehicles”. 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2. Intellectual capacity pathway 
Source: Fitz-Enz J., (2009) 
All organizations are requirement to capture and understand intellectual capital because they need to assess the 
knowledge throughout the organization, but unfortunately, everything that defines “intellectual capital” is not easily 
translatable into financial terms.  
 Konti L. and abrilo S. (2009) argue that “the best reason to measure intellectual capital is to consider the risks 
of not measuring it”. Labour shortages, skills mismatches, talent fleeing to competitors, and low productivity levels 
are just a few of the consequences of not evaluating any IC indicators.  
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Adequate IC indicators may provide key information about emerging trends, such as declining talent availability, 
higher turnover of strong performers, unionization vulnerability, and emerging ethics risks (Konti L. and abrilo 
S.,2009). 
The reasons for measuring the intellectual capital can be summarized as follows (Marr et al 2003): 
 to help organizations formulate their strategy; 
 to evaluate strategy execution; 
 to assist in the firm’s diversification and expansion decisions; 
 for use as a basis for management compensation; 
 to communicate with external shareholders. 
4. Implementing Intellectual Capital Processes in Universities 
There is increasing interest in the academic community and researchers for finding new ways of measuring IC. The 
IC metrics industry has more than 15 different approaches on measuring what for a long time was considered 
“unmeasurable”.  
The growing interest regarding intangibles has extended from firms to public institutions such as universities during 
the last decade (Sanchez, 2006). Since universities are considered critical institutional actors in national innovation 
systems, European higher education and research institutions are trying to make them more comparable, flexible, 
transparent and competitive.  
We all consider universities to be a pipeline of intellectual capital because there we form the human capital and we 
are given the necessary knowledge regarding intellectual capital, but do universities understand and rely on their 
intellectual capital? Most European education institutions indicate that we should not assume that universities are 
aware of what they have or do not have in regard with intellectual capital, just like doctors that aren’t necessary healthy 
although they provide health services to others. 
The OECD states that an improved measurement of their contribution is not only highly desirable but necessary 
and for this reason, it channels its efforts to improve research management and contribute to comparative analysis in 
European universities, by highlight some methodological and conceptual considerations in relation to the analytical 
framework that needs to be developed in an unified manner. 
It is considered that a common model for disclosure should be used in an Intellectual Capital scheme implemented 
throughout the European Universities. This is why the Observatory of European Universities (OEU), which is a co-
operative project of 14 European partners, created to provide universities with tools adapted to the governance of 
research activities, works on elaborating guidelines for the management of research activities and its aim is to make 
recommendations for disclosure. This is considered to be one of the main directions in order to achieve OEU’s overall 
objective: to elaborate and produce indicators for supporting universities strategy and management processes.  
The task is a difficult one because it requires vast research and test new indicators of university performance as 
well as activities and methods for representing and measuring the multidimensional nature of performance to foster 
the capability of universities to compare (benchmark) with relevant other universities (P R I M E – O E U  Guide – 
The ICU  Report). 
There are already some tools for the disclosure of IC within universities, and in the OEU’s report (The ICU Report) 
there are selected four main documents of reference, which are considered to be “the most representative works of the 
current trends in IC that can be applied to Universities”: 
1. Danish Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation (2003). “Intellectual Capital Statements – The New 
Guideline”. It is the most contrasted document in companies at an international level. 
2. MERITUM (2002). “Guidelines for Managing and Reporting on Intangibles”. It is the only experience on 
Intellectual Capital for companies at a European level. 
3. European Commission (2006) “RICARDIS. Reporting Intellectual Capital to augment research, development 
and innovation in SMEs”. It is the most recent document on Intellectual Capital issues of the European Commission, 
with some interesting recommendations for universities and attempts for homogenization. 
4. Austrian Research Centers ARC (2005). “Intellectual Capital Report 1999-2004”. It is the most outstanding and 
longest experience in reporting Intellectual Capital in research centers. Actually, the ARC model and principles have 
become the main foundations for ICR in Austrian universities and became mandatory in 2006. 
717 Ramona Todericiu and Anca Şerban /  Procedia Economics and Finance  27 ( 2015 )  713 – 717 
 
The ICU Report has four different parts which depict the logical framework, from internal strategy (design of vision 
and goals of the institution) to a benchmarking tool: 
 Vision of the institution 
 Summary of intangible resources and activities 
 A system of indicators for the intangible resources and activities 
 A system of indicator’s disclosure. 
 
This system consists in basic, general steps and indicators, but it is necessary for each university to find the suited 
way of assessing its assets and finding a way to disclose the results so that they can be useful for the understanding of 
the general European situation.  
5. Conclusions  
Taking into account the growing importance of intellectual capital in business organizations, it is necessary to 
investigate the role of intellectual capital in explaining the relationship between a firm’s market value, financial value 
and overall performance.  
IC measures may be a competitive advantage to organizations in a world of increasing competition and scarce 
resources. Measuring intellectual capital brings managerial, cultural and organisational changes and it permits 
planning and managing intangible resources consistent with the enterprise strategy for creating value.  
 Universities could benefit in improving assessment of their intangible assets, performance measurements, 
allocation of resources and benchmarking exercise. 
6. Further research 
Further research could and should examine the indicators system for intellectual capital and the disclosure of that 
data in Romanian universities and contribute to understanding the need of assessing and disclosing those information 
regarding this extremely interesting research area. 
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